Letter 160 


3 Pleasant Street Court 
Charlestown MA 02129 


6 June 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston MA 02114 


John C, Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington MA 01803 


Dear Sirs: | 


I am writing as a resident of Charlestown deeply concerned about changes to the 
quality of life for residents of my community that will result from the implementation 
of proposed Logan runway 14/32. This letter responds to the request for comments in 
the notice of public hearing, which was held on 25 April 2001. I believe that the 
proposed project is completely inconsistent with local, city, and state planning efforts 
that have been ongoing in my community over the last several decades. I ask you not 
to approve it. 


Here are some examples of major planning efforts I have been a party to, or witnessed 
in Charlestown. In each of the three examples below, planning efforts have resulted 
in more functional transportation systems where noise and air quality impacts are 
confined to areas better able to handle them. The surrounding communities have 
received major benefits as well. 


From the time of its construction in 1903, an elevated rapid transit line ran 
down Main Street through Charlestown. The environmental degradation 
caused by this transit facility caused adjacent real estate to be underutilized for 
_ decades until the line’s removal and relocation in 1975. Main Street is is now a 
vs much- desired location for businesses and residences. ~ 


| After construction starting in the 1950’s, the elevated and surface Route 
_ 1Anterstate 93/Fitzgerald Expressway highway ramps ran over and through 
City Square, Charlestown. They darkened the Square and directed regional 
_ traffic through local Charlestown streets. The Central Artery North Area 
project, opened in 1993, placed these interstate connections underground 


through City Square and reorganized the local access routes. As a result, high 
quality residential condominiums are under construction on land made 
available. A hotel and office building are expected to start construction soon. 


The Central Artery/Tunnel Project under construction is expected to reduce 
regional traffic passing through our community by concentrating traffic in the 
artery corridor to the west of Charlestown. As a result, street improvements 
now in the planning stages in the Rutherford Avenue corridor/Sullivan Square 
area, will be possible. These planned improvements will discourage through- 
traffic in the community. 


These efforts do not include the many Charlestown streetscape, park, playground and 
rezoning improvements also implemented in recent years. 


Earlier this year, Massachusetts’s Governor Jane Swift promised to implement stricter 
environmental limits on the smokestack emissions of the Sithe Energy power 
generating facility in Everett/Charlestown, one of the state’s “filthy five” old electric 
generating plants. These new limits will benefit Charlestown as well as much of New 
England. 


In light of these accomplishments, how can it be considered acceptable for Logan 
airport to blanket our community with more noise and worse air quality? Runway 
14/32 promises little and, at best, short-term improvements in the reduction of flight 
delays at Logan. Yet the increased noise levels to the north of us, as shown in the 
noise contours ES-8 and ES-9 will be greatly felt in Charlestown. (If runway 14/32 
became bi-directional the situation would be even worse.) The computer-generated 
noise contours of ES-8 and ES-9 neatly avoid Charlestown, but we are keenly aware 
of the noise from flights that pass overhead. More flights will worsen our quality of 
life. The jet fumes that fill our community under southeast wind conditions do, of 
course, aiso affect us. 


A capable regional transportation system is important to us. Logan is a part of that 
system but it must face noise and air quality constraints. An additional runway is not 
an acceptable solution. Peak period pricing should be used to encourage more 
rational aircraft scheduling and utilization. Rail travel should continue to be 
encouraged. Just witness the success of the recently started Acela Express service. 


Runway 14/32 is not consistent with local planning efforts. I ask you once again not 
to approve it. 


Yours truly, 


Gove Stee Po ee ae 
William P. Lamb 


Cc.: Sen. Edward M. Kennedy 
Sen. John F. Kerry 
Sen. Thomas F. Birmingham 
Rep. Eugene O’Flaherty 
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Letter 163 
Schnepp 


June 1, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airport Division, ANE —600 

New England Region 

12 New England Office Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


I am writing in regard to the proposed construction of an additional runway at Logan 
Airport. 


I have composed several letters theoretically; however the singular fact that matters is: 
the people of the City of Boston do not want this additional runway. Both private 
business interest and selected government officials adamantly supporting expansion will 
never have to content with pollution and noise surrounding their homes. It is an easy 
answer unless you live in Boston. 


The City of Boston has grown sufficiently to require a regional airport and certainly the 
history of National Airport and Dulles could serve as a template; however, suburban 


dwellers also do not want planes flying over their homes. 


I do not have hope that this democratic process will have a positive ending, but I write 
regardless. 


Very truly yours, 


6 


Barbara J. Schnepp 


SUN 07 2m), 


8 Auburn Street Charlestown, Mass. 02129 (617) 242-1343 


Letter 164 


Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 (pe 
April 11, 2001 a | Tt | May 07 one 
H 


F 


_ Manager, Environmental Programs | Me EPA 
Airports Division, ANE-600 . " 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva, 


Massport’s Environmental Impact Statement only begins to outline some of the™ 
esnsequences which will occur if Runway 14/32, the centerfield taxiway, and changes to 
procedures for landing during bad weather are allowed to go forward. Organizations like 
Audubon have shown that the best hope for preservation and conservation is if people 
reside in the city. The more people who develop land and live in the suburbs, the more 
difficult it is to sustain habitat for indigenous species. If air traffic at Logan is allowed to 
increase to the levels projected by Massport, the suburbs will see more expansion. Yet 
Massport’s EIS does not begin to address unintended consequences such as this. 


Issues of air and noise pollution are of major concern to us. While we realize that 
residents of Boston benefit from the airport, it also brings serious negative environmental 
consequences to inner city residents. We feel that Massport’s document does not 
adequately address the impact of its proposals on the health of East Boston residents in 
particular. A long promised study on air pollution and health risks in neighborhoods 
surrounding the airport.has yet to be undertaken. Massport promised this study years 
ago. 


In the 1980’s community residents along the South End, Roxbuan and Jamaica Plain 
joined together to oppose a new superhighway. They fought for an investment in public 
transportation. This resulted in the Orange Line, Southwest Corridor Park, and in tact, 
thriving neighborhoods. Today we take a similar and equally forward-thinking stand: 
public money must be used to build an infrastructure which links regional airports by rail. 
We must encourage means of transportation which are less polluting rather than more. 

' Public transportation from Logan to Worcester or Boston to Arlington should be easier, 
more frequent, and less expensive than flying from D.C. to eosten: 


Massport’s figures anticipate Logan passengers to reach 37. 5 million in 2015. Our roads 
and our lungs cannot take another ten million passengers. We Relieve that other 


alternatives must be explored. 


Sincerely, 


Ce: Senators Kennedy, Kerry, and Secretary Durand 


Letter 165 


June 8, 2001 


John Silva, Mgr. Environmental Programs 
Airports Div. ANE-6000 

FAA N.E. Region 

12 N.E. Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Arthur Pugsley 
EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway St. 
Boston, MA 02114 
Attn: MEPA 


Dear Sirs, 


To accept the environmental justice analysis of Massport on the Runway 
14/32 proposal would be a violation of everything that NEPA and the EJ policy 
stand for. If targeting Chelsea for thousands more overflights does not violate 
EJ, then EJ is an empty promise to communities like Chelsea. The communities 
and the reviewing agencies deserve better. You have the power to prevent this 
injustice; please use it. I know from personal experience that it takes courage to 
make administrative decisions in a highly charged political atmosphere; the 
public relies on you to be critical and to protect our rights in this situation. 


I have reviewed and filed detailed comments on the DEIS and the Brown 
Report. I won't restate my comments. The criticisms stand. Massport continues 
to sidestep or just plain ignore the issues raised by their critics, especially the 
affected communities. It’s obvious that this agency will not let any questions, 
facts or alternative thinking get in the way of their manifest destiny; their efforts 
have gone into lobbying the flying public to their point of view and pressuring 
Congress for swifter reviews that allow faster buildout of aor without the 
complications of public involvement. 


My comments are confined to their EJ analysis. The flaws in this have 
been blatant since the get-go, and they typify the problems with the overall 
proposal: inaccurate data, misrepresentation, omission of available information, 
overstatement, and, at bottom, willful ignorance of their responsibility and 
unwillingness to be accountable. I know what it’s like to live on the ground in 
Massport’s back yard and back harbor; that, combined with experience as a 
government decisionmaker, gives me a perspective on how to evaluate what 
Massport says against what they actually do or don’t do. Massport has a 
responsibility under NEPA to accurately account for the environmental impacts of 
their projects; they have failed to do that, and their history suggests that they 
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don’t have the institutional capability to do it. The preliminary certification on 
this project did not address a critical issue in the review of this proposal: 
Massport’s lack of credibility. Dozens of comments from residents and technical 
analysts offered evidence of this problem. If Massport’s data cannot be 
trusted, if their projections have systematically understated impacts, if 
their monitoring and mitigation have been inadequate, if their own 
analysis is contradictory and biased, how can you make an informed 
and reasonable decision on the runway? 


Massport’s original analysis of EJ was so inadequate that they were 
directed to redo it (see Attachment 1: Original EJ Analysis). It made a 
mockery of the spirit and letter of the whole concept. It has become one of the 
few parts of the proposal that changed significantly, at least in length if not 
substance. However, after dutifully listing the information on environmental 
burdens in Chelsea that they initially failed to investigate and that was supplied 
by community people, Massport still manages to come to the conclusion that 
there is no environmental justice issue because the new runway would not 
adversely affect low-income or minority residents. This flies in the face of reality. 


Here is a short list of problems with their EJ analysis and conclusion. 


- Their data underestimates the minority and low-income 
population in Chelsea. Their census data is 10 years out of 
date and significantly out of whack with the known demographics 
of Chelsea. In 2000, the population increased to 35,000, more 
than half of whom are Latino, or racial and ethnic minorities. It is 
also common knowledge that there are thousands of 
undocumented immigrants in Chelsea, a fact that you can take 
administrative notice of, as other agencies have done. In a land 
area of less than 2 square miles, this higher population makes for 
concentrated and extensive environmental impacts (see 
Attachment 2: Census & Demographic Data). 


- The projections for affected population are understated 
because the noise contour only includes current overflights in 
Chelsea from Runway 15/33. In fact, Chelsea receives overflights 
from all runways, as indicated by Massport’s own noise abatement 
reports (see Attachment 3: Noise Abatement Forms). 


- The noise level projections in Chelsea are also 
significantly understated because they are projected on 
runway patterns that don’t capture the actual overflights, 
and because Massport has failed to monitor noise levels 
at their worst spots or even to maintain the monitor they 


have in working condition. A second monitor installed by City 
Councillor Galarneau on Beacon Street registered significantly 
higher levels of noise than Massport’s INM or its Admiral’s Hill 
monitor (see Attachment 4: Councillor Galarneau’s Letter). 


Massport fails to acknowledge or to take responsibility for the 
negative impacts of its current operations in Chelsea, 
when it claims that Chelsea should bear more of the pain of 
airport operations. Only by taking a myopic view of the big 
picture can Massport claim that “only portions of East Boston and 
Chelsea have benefited from this disproportionate use of [north 
and south] runways” (Brown Report, p. 6-10). To achieve a 
“more equitable distribution of aircraft operations” sounds like a 
worthwhile goal, but it fails to consider that all other things are 
not equal in this situation. Chelsea, along with East Boston, 
bears a disproportionate environmental burden now, and 
many of those impacts are directly attributable to 
Massport. Although Massport is unable to identify and separate 
out the impacts of its operations from those of others, and states 
that “pre-existing environmental conditions in the community are 
unrelated to Logan” (SDEIS, p. 6-174), they are obvious. 
Massport’s Tobin Bridge routes at least 2 million vehicles a 
month past Chelsea; it also feeds them directly into the city on 
dangerous and badly engineered ramps. On Memorial Day 2001, 
an 18-wheeler without brakes rolled down the Beacon Street off- 
ramp into a residential neighborhood, smashed into a van and a 
home, injuring 3 people, moving the house off its foundations and 
damaging a gas line; the house had to be demolished. This 
occurred almost a year after another 18-wheeler without brakes 
careened off the same ramp, damaged 13 cars, dragged and 
burned to death a woman in her car, and caused a 3-story 
fireball, in the same residential neighborhood. These were only 
the latest incidents in a decades-long record of injury and 
damage; all the while, neighborhood residents and their city 
councilors had entreated Massport to address and correct the 
safety problems, without any adequate response. There’s impact 
for you. This year, after major news coverage, and in the midst 
of an election year, with 1 week until final comments on this 
runway proposal, the Beacon St. off-ramp was closed. Not just to 
trucks, as the neighborhood had long requested, but completely. 
What we had been told was impossible happened. But look what 
it took. Chelsea receives and stores 100% of Massport’s jet 
fuel; this means the noise and air pollution and blight of oil 
tanks and tankers in the very small, very densely populated 


Chelsea Creek area. Airport traffic means that thousands of 
cars, charter busses and 18-wheeler air freight trucks pass 
through Chelsea on their way to the airport: more air and noise 
pollution, danger, high insurance premiums and blight. 
There are 90 air freight companies alone operating out of 
Chelsea, a city of 1.8 square miles. Airport parking lots cover 
the waterfront in Chelsea, with thousands of spaces for airport 
employees, travelers and car rentals; environmental agencies that 
have imposed parking freezes in East Boston and at the airport 
have not granted that protection to Chelsea yet. Massport is 
building a salt storage facility on lower Broadway in a 
residential neighborhood, to serve the Tobin and its feeder roads; 
the facility was moved from Massport’s Charlestown yard in order 
to make room for new cars. It will mean more trucks in a 
residential neighborhood, already burdened with all those other 
environmental assaults which Massport lists, but fails to 
appreciate: the Mystic Power Plant, one of the Filthy 5; an LNG 
terminal; 50 hazardous waste sites; the largest open-air salt pile 
in the Northeast, one block from residences; and a waterway that 
is one of the most polluted in the state and mostly inaccessible to 
the public. Chelsea is one of the three most environmentally 
overburdened places in the state (see Attachment 5: 2000 EJ 
Report). Even without a public health study to quantify the 
problems (SDEIS, p. 6-167, an injustice in itself and one that 
Massport should not be allowed to take advantage of!), it is clear 
that additional runway traffic and associated ground 
traffic in Chelsea will impose health effects on minority 
and low-income populations already affected by 
cumulative or multiple adverse exposures from other 
environmental hazards. 


Not only are there no published studies relative to public 
health issues in Chelsea, but some of the public health 
initiatives underway are designed not to focus on certain 
issues or to measure certain impacts, including 
Massport’s. Massport’s efforts to evaluate the impacts of its 
operations in Chelsea are extremely limited. While its actions to 
remedy and avoid lead paint contamination are commendable, 
they fall far short of what needs to be done. Another serious 
limitation is the design of certain projects, such as the CCAG risk 
assessment study of environmental and health risks along Chelsea 
Creek (SDEIS, p. 6-168). I am an active member of the resident 
committee; we were told at the very beginning that the impacts 
of Logan per se were off the table and subsequently, we found 


out that there was no money to test air, soil or water or to 
monitor traffic. The project is well-intended and will supply useful 
information, but it is not designed to fill the huge holes in our 
knowledge about local health effects. Such gaps should not be 
interpreted as a lack of evidence. Your senses could tell you 
plenty about the environmental state of Chelsea. 


Mitigation and “off-setting benefits” are no remedy. In 
addition to denying or failing to acknowledge impacts, 
Massport is notorious for either being unable or unwilling 
to remedy them. As an example, I attach 2 pages from the 
Brown Report and the SDEIS relating to the Beacon Street off- 
ramp (Attachment 6: Beacon Street off-ramp 
“improvements”). As of June 6, 2001, the landscaping has 
never been done, but the representations are still made. This is 
the same notorious off-ramp that was in the news on Memorial 
Day 2001, when the 18-wheeler lost its brakes and injured 3 
people and rammed into a house. Massport knew the track 
record of their ramp; a woman was burned to death there in 2000 
when another 18-wheeler ran out of control. I am one of a 
number of local residents who have asked Massport to address 
this situation for years; I attach a letter I sent just before the 
June 2000 tragedy and a follow-up from December 2000 
(Attachment 7: Requests for Massport Action). Where we 
needed relief, we got empty promises of landscaping. Only with 
the Memorial Day disaster, full-page press, election year politics 
and this deadline for review of a Massport proposal, was the ramp 
closed. Tragedy and community pleas were not enough; the clear 
and present danger was not enough. Massport is an agency with 
a well-deserved reputation for being unresponsive to the 
community. Do you get the point? There will be no appeal if you 
give Massport the power to build the runway. There are 
alternatives to handle transportation demands; there is none for 
the damage to the quality of life except to abandon a community. 


If Massport’s proposal to increase overflights in Chelsea by tens of 
thousands, with or without a new runway, does not violate the 
principles of environmental justice, then it is a concept without 
meaning. Massport was blunt in the Brown Report when it 
promised that Chelsea would bear more pain from its operations. 
When it stated, however, that Chelsea was benefitting from the 
way Massport routed flights, it failed to account for all the pain it 
causes Chelsea from other operations. Chelsea bears burdens 
that no other community does, and Massport is a big part of that 


burden. Environmental justice analysis looks at the overall quality 
of life in a community to assess how much more it should have to 
bear; it has to look at the big picture. The polluters’ ploy of 
escaping responsibility by looking at projects out of context or 
saying that everyone else does it too is no defense here. It is 
not environmental justice to bully a low-income, 
immigrant and refugee community that does not have 
political clout (and there is a crucial distinction between 
having politicians that are powerful and having political 
power in a community). Chelsea is beyond too much 
already; its “back yard” is a dump. It’s time to share the pain 
or else to limit it. The communities that will be affected by 
Massport’s proposal deserve, at a minimum, an accurate, 
disinterested analysis of issues like environmental justice and 
alternatives, but that is not what Massport has given you here. 
History tells us that accuracy is not Massport’s m.o.; that would 
require an independent and critical body. Our public agencies 
should stop wasting time and money and harassing the 
communities. Put the public’s money into finding alternatives that 
will allow traditional “sacrifice areas” like Chelsea and East 
Boston, South Boston and Roxbury, to recover from impacts they 
already suffer and to prosper. 


I hope that your agencies will assess this proposal fairly, rule that the impact of 
the proposed increase in traffic from Runway 14/32 over densely populated, low- 
income and minority communities like Chelsea that are already suffering 
disproportionate environmental impacts violates our environmental justice policy, 
and reject the proposal. 


Sincerely, 

E, Mera 
E. McGrath 

40 Beacon Street 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


Attachment 1: Original EJ Analysis 
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8.7 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 


An analysis of project impacts expected to affect various socioeconomic 
groups was conducted in accordance with federal Executive Order (EO) 12898 
(Environmental Justice), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). The following sections present 
the results of the analysis. 


8.7.1 Regulatory Context 


EO 12898, issued in 1994, requires “each Federal agency (to) make achieving 
environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority 
populations and low-income populations...” The U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT) published a Final DOT Order’, setting forth a process by 
which DOT and its operating administrations will integrate the goals of EO 12898 
with its existing regulations and guidance. The Final Order defines key terms, 
and provides guidance for identifying and addressing disproportionately high 
and adverse impacts to low-income and minority populations. 


NEPA directs Federal agencies to consider social, economic, and 
environmental factors in the evaluation of proposed actions. The Federal! 
Aviation Administration® has specified that environmental impact statements 
prepared for airports are to identify social impacts, such as community 
disruption, and identify the degree of impact and measures to minimize such 
impact. 


8.7.2 Defining Low Income and Minority Populations 


Per USDOT guidelines, low income persons were defined as those whose 
household income is below the Department of Health and Human Services 
poverty guidelines. The population was considered a low-income population 
if the median household income was below $10,560, the 1990 Federal poverty 


U.S. DOT, April 15, 1997, Final USDOT Order, Federal Register, Volume 62, No. 72. 


FAA, October 8, 1985, Airport Environmental Handbook, Order 5050.4A. 
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8.7.5 Summary of Results 


The following sections discuss the environmental impacts of the Preferred 
Alternative (Alt. 1A) in the context of federal environmental justice 
requirements: 


Land Use. The preferred alterative involves operational and construction 
improvements to reduce delay and enhance safety at Logan, and is restricted 
to activities and purposes compatible with normal airport operations and 
existing land use plans . The noise analysis indicates that Alternative 1A will 
slightly increase the population within the 65dB contour, but this impact will be 
mitigated by soundproofing. ( See the following section) All construction will 
occur on the existing airfield and wiil not result in disruption of communities. The 
only relocation required is for the tenants of Building 60 in the South Cargo 
area, and relocation assistance as required under state and federal law will be 
provided to mitigate this impact. Based on the land use compatibility criteria 
outlined in FAA regulations, the preferred alternative with mitigation will not 
impact land uses adjacent to or in the immediate Vicinity of the airport, and 
therefore will not have an adverse impact on low income and minority 
populations. 


Noise. Under the preferred altemative, unidirectional Runway 14/32 allows for 
a more equitable distribution of operations consistent with community 
established PRAS goals and results in a reduction of population exposed to DNL 
values greater than or equal to 70 and 75dB. These reductions benefit the 
communities that are currently most heavily impacted by noise - East Boston, 
Winthrop and Revere. Due to a greater use of Runway 15R/33L in accordance 
with PRAS goals, Runway 14/32 results in a slightly larger population within the 
65cB contour, compared to the No Action Alternative. The additional 
residences within the 65cB noise contour will be soundproofed to mitigate the 
impact. Given the reduction in the highest noise exposed population and this 
mitigation, the low income and minority population will not experience 
disproportionately high adverse impacts. 


Implementation of Alternative 1A would produce a reduction in ground taxi 
noise at the following noise monitoring stations: Loring Road at Court (#7), 
Winthrop; Bayswater and Shawsheen (#10), East Boston; the East Boston Yacht. 
Club (#12), Somerset and Johnson (#6), Winthrop: Jeffries Point Yacht Club 
(#14), and Sumner Street near Lamson (A), East Boston. Therefore there are no 
adverse ground noise impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative. 


A comparison of the total area wide cumulative noise-exposed population to 


the low and minority income population within each noise contour was 
conducted to determine if there were any disproportionate impacts. As Table 
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Preferred Altemative andMitigation 8-25 February 1999 


LOGAN AIRSIDE 


Draft EIS/EIR-Draft 4(f) 


not be any significant construction impacts for low income or minority 
populations or for the community as a whole. 


Other Impacts. Construction of the runway and taxiway improvements will 
occur on the existing airfield. There are no significant impacts to terrestrial 
vegetation, wetlands and wildlife, except for the Upland Sandpiper. impacts 
to the upland sandpiper habitat will be mitigated. The existing water quality in 
Boston Harbor will not be affected by the construction of the runway or taxiway 
improvements, and all soils removed from the site will be managed in 
accordance with State regulations and Massport policy to minimize impacts, 
Therefore, low income and minority populations are not disproportionally 
affected. 
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8.8 PERMITS 


8.8.1 Permits and Approvals 


As shown in Table 8.8-1, the following agency reviews, permits, approvals, and 
notices may be required for the implementation of the Preferred Alternative. 


TABLE 8.8-1 PROJECT PERMITS AND APPROVALS 


epee 


Agency Name Permit or Action 
amen a 


ANTICIPATED PERMITS AND APPROVALS 


Federal Aviation Administration e Airport Layout Plan (ALP) approval 


« National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Record of 
Decision 

* Modifications of Standards 

e Federal funding approval 

¢ US Department of Transportation, Section 4(F) 


Determination 
Massachusetts Executive Office * Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) 
of Environmental Affairs Certification 


Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management + Federal Consistency Determination 


Commonweaith of Massachusetts ¢ = Air Quality Certification 


¢« Water Quality Certification 
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Find out what's 
happening... 


Census results for Chelsea 


The following data is based on preliminary results of the 
2000 U.S. Census. 


Because individuals could report only one race in 1990 and 
could report more than one race in 2000, and because of 
other changes in the census questionnaire, the race data for 
1990 and 2000 are not directly comparable. Thus the 
difference in population by race between 1990 and 2000 is 
due both to these changes in the census questionnaire and 
to real change in the population. 


General population 1990 2000 
Total population 28,710 35,080 
% of state total 0.48% 0.55% 
Increase or decrease in last 
decade 6,370 
% change in decade 22.19% 
Total under age 18 - 9,568 
% under age 18 27.27% 
Racial characteristics 1990 2000 
Total white 16,930 20,328 
White % of population 58.97% 57.95% 
Total black 1.140 2,544 
Black % of population 3.97% 7.25% 
Total Hispanic/Latino 9,018 16,984 
Hispanic/Latino % of , 
population 31.41% 48.42% 
Total Asian 1,381 * 1,647. 
Asian % of population 4.81% 4.69% 
Total Hawaiian/Pacific 
: -- 32 
islander 
Hawaiian/P| % of population -- 0.09% 
Total American 
Indian/Eskimo = mo 
Am. Iindian/Eskimo % of m . 
population 0.18% 0.48% 
Total Other | 190 8,049 
Other % of population 0.66% 22.94% 
Total muiti-racial ~~ 2,310 
Multi-racial % of population ~ 6.58% 


* Includes Hawaiian and other Pacific islander — 


http://www.boston.com/census/data/13205.htm 3/22/01 
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The city of Chelsea 
created the Conflict 
Intervention Unit to 
find out if individuals 
from the community 
could be trained to 
help people solve the 
conflicts that often 
escalate into assaults 
or litigation. The 
experiment worked, 
The program has 
saved the city 
thousands of dollars 
and hundreds of 


patrol hours. 
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January 2000 


Onsite Visits, Case Histories, and State 
and Local Innovations From the 


Bureau of Justice Assistance 


Nancy E. Gist, Director 


Chelsea, Massachusetts: A City 
Helps Its Diverse People Get Along 


By Chadwick Bash, Maria Amato, and Michele Sacks, BJA 


ammy Mojica’s job is to make angry 

people happy. Chelsea, Massachusetts, 

a small, crowded city 2 miles north of 
downtown Boston, pays him to intervene in 
those intensely personal neighbor-against- 
neighbor disputes that have a way of turning 
ugly and sending otherwise nice people to 
court or jail, 


Mojica operates Chelsea’s Conflict 
Intervention Unit (CIU), and he and the 
other 36,000 people who live in the city 
face some big-city problems. Chelsea is the 
poorest city in Massachusetts. Nearly half of 
the city’s children under the age of 4 live in 
poverty, Chelsea leads the Boston region in 
unemployment, has the state’s highest crime 
rate, and is home to an estimated 10,000 
undocumented Hispanic and Southeast 
Asian immigrants. These problems are com- 


pounded by the fact that Chelsea's popula- 


tion is squeezed into fewer than 3 square 
miles. More than 30 percent of the popula- 
tion lives in one 10-block area of cramped, 
rundown dwellings. 


That the people here argue and fight, call 
the police, and take one another to court is 


The crowded city of Chelsea, Massachusetts—the 
Commonwealth's poorest—sits just 2 miles from 
downtown Boston. 


no surprise; people everywhere do. But in 
Chelsea. keeping low-level civil disputes 
from escalating into violence and iawsuits 
is much more difficult because neighbors 
speak different languages and do nut reai- 
ize that their behavior might offend the 
cultural norms of the family next door. 


The city of Chelsea created CIU as an 
experiment. Ed Flynn, the city’s former 
chief of police, wanted to find out if indi- 
viduals from the community could be 
trained to help people solve the types of 
conflicts that often escalate into assaults or 


Attachment 3: Noise Abatement Forms 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Ms. Elaine McGrath Telephone: 
40 Beacon Street 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


Disturbance Date and Time: 07:21 on 19 Jul 99 to 
07:21 on 19 Jul 99 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 290 deg Wind Speed: - 9 Knots 
Ceiling: 20000) Fe Visibility: 4.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 33L - 33R 
Departures: 27 - 33L 


Complaint Description: There have been screaming jets since 6 am. 
Sometimes there is one per minute. The Noise Line is not adequately 
staffed. It is busy too often. I called 7 times this morning 
Since 6 am before I was able to get through. I want to request the 
flight logs with altitudes of these aircraft. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet 
departures on Runway 33L, in use with westerly winds. The 


information you requested has been enclosed. The FAA has been 
notified of your concerns and observations by copy of this 
complaint. 

Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 

Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Ms. Elaine McGrath Telephone: 
40 Beacon Street 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


Disturbance Date and Time: 06:35 on 17 Jan 00 to 
06:35 on 17 Jan O00 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 300 deg Wind Speed: 21 Knots 
Ceiling: 4000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 33L - 33R 
Departures: 33L 


Complaint Description: The planes have been flying every 15 
seconds since 5:45 am. There were 12 calls to Noise Abatement, 
either busy or unanswered. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You were affected by jet 
departures on Runway 33L, in use with strong northwesterly winds. 
The Operations Department was unable to answer the Noise Abatement 
Complaint Line early Monday morning, due to technical difficulties. 
The FAA has been notified of your concerns by copy of this 
complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 


Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


~\ 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Ms. Elaine McGrath Telephone: 889-1304 
40 Beacon Street 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


Disturbance Date and Time: 06:41 on 29 Oct 98 to 
06:41 on 29 Oct 98 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 320 deg Wind Speed: 14 Knots 
Ceiling: 4600 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 4R - 4L 
Departures : 4R - 4 


Complaint Description: Since 5:45 am, at least 12 roaring jets 
flew over. This is the second morning this week that this has 


occurred. Last week, jets flew over for 5 mornings. Logan Airport 
is destroying our neighborhood. Please send a copy to the Mayor 
of Chelsea. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet 
departures from Logan’s Runway 33L, in use at pilot request with 
strong northwesterly winds. The FAA and the Mayor have been 


notified of your concerns by copy of this complaint. 
Massport Reporter: Ross E. DiPietro/NAO 


Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


/ 
f 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Ms. Elaine McGrath Telephone: 889-1304 
40 Beacon Street 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


Disturbance Date and Time: 18:50 on 08 Aug 98 to 
18:50 on 08 Aug 98 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 140 deg Wind Speed: 8 Knots 
Ceiling: 25000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 15R-9-15L 
Departures: PaLOR: 


Complaint Description: There has been aircraft since 7:00 am. 
They are 5 to 60 seconds apart. Stop the assault. There has been 
12 hours of non stop activity. 

Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet arrivals 


to Logan’s Runway 15R, in use with southeasterly winds. The FAA 
has been notified of your concerns by copy of this complaint. 


-Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Ms. Elaine McGrath Telephone: 889-1304 
40 Beacon Street 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


Disturbance Date and Time: 10:00 on 11 Jun 98 to 
13:00 on 11 Jun 98 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 190 deg Wind Speed: 8 Knots 
Ceiling: 700 Ft Visibility: 9.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 27 - 22L 
Departures: 22R - 221 


Complaint Description: From 10 am to 1 pm today, the jets were 
screaming over my house at 15 second intervals. The jets are 
flying less than 300 ft above the ground. They are also dumping 
fuel over Chelsea. This is an outrageous abuse of Chelsea. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by arrivals to 
Logan’s Runway 15, in use with southerly winds. A change in runway 
configuration occurred at 1 pm. The Massport Environmental 
Department has also been notified of your concerns. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 


Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Ms. Elaine McGrath Telephone: 889-1304 
40 Beacon Street 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


Disturbance Date and Time: 00:35 on 03 Apr 98 to 
00:35 on 03 Apr 98 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 210 deg’ Wind Speed: 4 Knots 
Ceiling: 700 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 15R - 15L 
Departures: 15R 


Complaint Description: I have counted ten aircraft flying over 
Chelsea since midnight. This is outrageous. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You were affected by jets on 
approach to Logan’s Runway 15R, in use with runway closures. A 
change of runway configuration occurred at 3:20 am. 

Massport Reporter: Dino Parravano/NAO 

Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


.MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Ms. Elaine McGrath Telephone: 889-1304 
40 Beacon Street 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


Disturbance Date and Time: 23:10 on 23 Jan 98 to 
23:10 on 23 Jan 98 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 110 deg Wind Speed: 8 Knots 
Ceiling: 600 Ft Visibility: 4.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 15R-9-15L 
Departures: 9-15R 


Complaint Description: I have been affected by 25 jets in the last 


40 minutes. This is an assault. That is one aircraft every 1.6 
minutes. | 


Massport Report of Investigation: You have been affected by jet 
arrivals to Runway 15R, in use with easterly winds. Other runways 
were closed for snow removal. 

Massport Reporter: Arduino Parravano/NAO 

Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Elaine McGrath Telephone: 
40 Beacon Street 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


Disturbance Date and Time: 07:57 on 12 Oct 97 to 
O7<57 on 12 Oct 97 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 320 deg Wind Speed: 6 Knots 
Ceiling: 20000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 33L - 33R 
Departures: 27 - 33L 


Complaint Description: Please stop using Chelsea as a runway. On 
Saturday, the planes were overhead from 6 am to 11 pm. Today, they 
started at 7 am. They are very loud and very low. Please inform 
Emilo Favorito. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet 
departures on Runway 33L, in use with northwesterly winds. A 
change of runway configuration occurred at 9:20 am. E. Favorito 


has been notified of your concerns by copy of this complaint. 
Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 


Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


Attachment 4: Councillor Galarneau’s Letter 


The Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project. Short for @#%& 
Chelsea. With the improvement of airport delays, operating efficiency and 
safety as justification, Massport has found a new way to take advantage of 
her neighbor. While little or no consideration has been given to alternatives 
such as increased utilization of regional airports, conversion of Hanscom Air 
Force Base or peak hour pricing, Massport has renewed the call for a new 
runway (14/32) as the solution to its self esteem problem. 


Logan Airport has a serious concern. Delays are consistently among the 
worst in the nation. In addition, ridership is expected to grow from 26 million 
passengers to 37.5 million by 2010. in other words, the current cost of 
these delays to Massport (estimated at 418 million a year) will grow to over a 
billion annually by the year 2010. Recognizing this, Massport has decided a 
new unidirectional runway is the best way to solve the problem. This new 
runway may solve some problems, but the bigger question is at what cost? 


While the cost of the proposed runway to Chelsea residents is hard to 
quantify in absolute terms, there is little doubt that it is severe. While 
Massport argues that Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) goals 
will not be exceeded under the 14/32 scenario, the current level of runway 
utilization affecting Chelsea will increase well over 100%. By their own 
admission 1100 Chelsea homes would now fall within their inadequately 
estimated 65 Day-Night Average (DNL) sound level. The noise effect on 
Chelsea would be devastating from many perspectives. 


As a resident of the Historic Waterfront District, | have had the current noise 
levels measured by Massport Noise Abatement officials using Massport 
equipment. The results are as anticipated. When configuration 33/27 is in 
use, hourly noise levels average in the low 70's dBA range. When Runway 
33 is being used for departures, maximum noise levels are "often in the mid- 
90 dBA range, and can exceed 100 dBA." These noise levels are not 
debatable, but due to the unreasonable method (created by the FAA, using 
Massport data) which inaccurately forecasts average noise levels for our 
community, the noise impact is and has for the past four years been proven 
to be underestimated. The proposed runway, according to Massport 
officials, will more than double this impact. 


Does a federally mandated soundproofing program sound like a fair 
exchange for a 140% increase in plane departures flying directly over our 
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UNEQUAL EXPOSURE TO ECOLOGICAL HAZARDS: 
A PRELIMINARY REPORT ON ENVIRONMENTAL INJUSTICES 
IN THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 


By 


Daniel R. Faber, Ph.D. : e F. 
Department of Sociology & Anthropology re Sess 
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Northeastern University 
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Boston, MA 02115 
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and 
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Buffalo State College 
Buffalo, NY 14222 
(716) 878-6629 
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Prepared June 27, 2000 


Unequal Community Exposure to Cumulative Environmental Hazards 


Many past studies on the disproportionate exposure of low-income communities and 
communities of color have focused on a single hazardous facility or waste site. This study 
provides a method for measuring community exposure rates for all hazardous facilities and sites 
combined. In so doing, we have developed a point system which weighs the average risks of 
each various type of hazardous facility/site to arrive at a cumulative measure of community 
exposure to all potential hazards. The point system is as follows: 


‘Type of Hazardous Facility or Site __| Points for Rating Severity 
on ge ___ of Each Facility or Site: - 


DEP Hazardous Waste Site (general) % 


” DEP Hazardous Waste Site (Tier I-Il) 


EPA-NPL (Superfund) Waste Site. 


a. 


: Large Power Plant = top five polluter . -. 


Small Power Plant - 


Proposed Power Plant 
__ TURA Industrial Facility 


20 


Municipal Incinerator 
ee Resource Recovery Facility’ 
ae Incinerator Ash Landfill 


10 


Demolition Landfill 


Sludge Landfill. © 


“Municipal Solid Waste Landfill 


_ Trash Transfer Station 


9 
: 5 
ee ea, 


incinerators currently in operation, 53 are located in hospitals and other health care related facilities; 22 are located 
in university, laboratory; and commercial facilities; and 24 are located in veterinary and related facilities. But 
because most medical waste incinerators are small units located at hospitals and other health care facilities, EPA 
regulations do not require emissions testing for mercury. However, some limited DEP testing has indicated that 
medical incinerators emit an average of 780.3 pounds of mercury into the air each year. For additional mercury 
data, see Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, Mercury in Massachusetts: An Evaluation of 
Sources, Emissions, Impacts and Controls (Boston: June, 1996), available at 


www. state.ma.us/dep/files/mercury/hetoc.htm. 


2d. 


Table 13: Top 15 Most Environmentally Overburdened Towns in Massachusetts 
(Total Points per Square Mile) 


Town Name Points per. Class Status . _ Racial Status . 
Square Mile of Town © ‘ of Town 
Downtown Boston 224.8 Low-Income High-Minority pop. 
($29,468) (31.9%) 


2 


134.3 Medium-Low Mod.-Low pop. 
($35,706) — (5.1%) 
3 Chelsea 127.4 Low-Income High-Minority pop. 
($24,144) (30.3%) 
South Boston 126.2 Low-income Low Minority pop. 
($25,539) (4.2%) 
5 East Boston 123.3 Low-Income Mod.-High Minority pop. 
($22,925) (23.6%) 
Cambridge : Med.-Low Income Mod.-High Minority pop. 
($33,140) (24.9%) 
7 Somerville 104.7 Med.-Low Income Mod.-Low Minority pop. 
: ($32,455) (11.3%) 
Roxbury 101.3 Low-Income High Minority pop. 
($20,518) (94.0%) iste 
Allston/Brighton Low-Income High Minority pop. 
: ($25,262) (26.9%) 
Watertown 98.6 | Med.-High Income 7 
| ($43,490) 
12 Boston 84.0 . 
(ali neighborhoods) 
13 Dorchester 81.3 Low-Income High Minority pop. 
($29,468) (50.7%) 
14 Lawrence 59.3 Low-Income High-Minority pop. ie 
($22,183) (34.9%) ts 


| Low-Minority pop. 
(3.8%) 


Med.-Low Income Mod.-Low Minority pop. 
($30,786) (6.0%) 


Low-Income = High-Minority pop. : 
($29,180) (37%) os 


Med.-Low Income Mod.-Low Minority pop. 
($34,244) (10.1%) 


: 


14 of the 15 most 9 of the 15 most 
Totals 15 Towns overburdened towns are overburdened towns have. 
lower-income — ($39,999 or | high to mod.-high minority _ 
less) populations ~ (15% or more ~ 
people of color) 


-35- 


Attachment 6: Beacon St. Off-Ramp 
“Improvements” 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project | Interim Supplemental Draft EIS 


6.8.8 


Massport will continue to monitor the progress of the South Boston study and review 
updates presented by the Harvard School of Public Health, as this study draws toa 
close in 1999. Massport will facilitate monitoring of airport-related emissions by 
HSPH and DEP by assisting in monitoring site selection and providing agencies with 
air quality data, airport activity data and meteorological data. 


Mitigation and Off-Setting Benefits 


In making a determination regarding disproportionately high and adverse effects on 
minority and low-income populations, the Final US DOT Order directs FAA to take 
into account mitigation and enhancement measures as well as all off-setting benefits 
to the affected minority and low-income populations. 


Mitigation 


Noise has been identified as the only long-term impact to surrounding communities 
associated with implementation of the Preferred Alternative. While the noise impact 
in Chelsea falls below the FAA threshold for identifying significant adverse impacts, 
Massport and the FAA recognize the high representation of low-income and 
minority populations within Chelsea, and the presence of pre-existing environmental 
conditions within the community that are unrelated to Logan. In recognition of these 
factors, Massport and the FAA are committing to providing soundproofing to all 
Chelsea residents newly included in the project’s 65 dB DNL contour. Massport is 
also committing to facilitating increased airport employment opportunities and 
develop other economic initiatives for Chelsea to offset any project-related impacts. 
Currently, Massport provides $500,000 in annual in-lieu of tax payments; $500,000 in 
economic development grants; and approximately $70,000 in annual grants for 
student summer employment programs, scholarships, athletic, elderly and 
educational programs. In addition the $300,000 Chelsea Gateway Beautification 
Project that will landscape the entrances to the City of Chelsea from the Tobin Bridge 
is expected to begin construction in the Spring of 2000. 


Noise impacts will be mitigated by soundproofing affected residences in Chelsea that 
fall within the 65 dB DNL contour for the Preferred Alternative as defined by the 
1999.29M Low Fleet scenario. To the extent that federal regulations permit and 
funding is available, the proposed soundproofing program will include not only all 
residences that fall within the Preferred Alternative ‘s 65 dB DNL contour when 
compared to the Airside No Action 65 dB DNL contour, but also those residences 
that fall within the actual 1998 65 dB DNL contour as presented in the Logan Airport 
1998 Annual Update. The exact number of dwelling units in Chelsea to be 
soundproofed is estimated to be 1,100 to 1,200 dwelling units. For the eligible 
residences, the FAA will fund building code upgrades, to the extent necessary to 
implement soundproofing improvements The number of residences to be included 
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Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


‘ Off-Setting Benefits 


\ The benefits associated with Logan Airport are provided without regard to race, creed, 
color, or economic status, and include the transportation services provided to passengers 
\ flying in and out of Logan, as well as jobs and economic benefits to Boston and other 
communities adjacent to the airport. 


Logan Airport is a significant contributor to the economy and a major employer for the 

| metropolitan region. According to a 1995 survey, approximately 14,551 persons were 

| employed at the airport.% Of those employed at Logan, the largest percentage 

| (18.5 percent, or 2698) live in the City of Boston, with most (1230) living in East Boston. 
Other communities with significant employment at Logan Airport include Revere (1225), 
Winthrop (884), Lynn (476), Peabody (357), Malden (354), Saugus (346), Chelsea (294), 
Everett (283), and Salem (210). These ten communities account for 49 percent of the 

| employment at Logan. 

| 


a Logan Airport is an essential component of the economic health of both the Metropolitan 
. | Boston area and the New England region. The regional economy is largely comprised of 
; a mix of travel-intensive service industries, including high-technology, financial services, 

{ and tourism, that depend upon high-quality air transportation services. It is estimated 


wer that the annual contribution of Logan Airport to the economy is $5 billion of direct and 
. ‘ indirect local spending.” 


_ a As part of the Logan Airside Improvement Project, Massport is taking initiatives to 
- promote Chelsea’s greater participation in the economic benefits of Logan. Currently, 

, approximately 294 residents of Chelsea are employed at Logan. In an effort to increase 
the level of airport employment of Chelsea residents, Massport will encourage 
airport-based employers to recruit employees from, and conduct job training initiatives 
targeted at airport affected communities including Chelsea. Massport also proposes to 


work with the Chelsea Chamber of Commerce to establish business connections with 
Chelsea businesses. 


Massport is also facilitating increased airport employment opportunities and other 
economic initiatives for Chelsea. Currently, Massport provides to Chelsea $500,000 in 
annual in-lieu-of-tax payments; $500,000 in economic development grants; and 
approximately $70,000 in annual grants for student summer employment programs, 
scholarships, athletic, elderly and educational programs. In addition the $300,000 Chelsea 
Gateway Beautification Project that will landscape the entrances to the City of Chelsea 
from the Tobin Bridge is expected to begin construction in the spring of 2001. 


| 36-1995 Logan Employment Survey, Massachusetis Port Authority. 
37 _ Fiscal 1998 Logan Economic tmpact Study, Massachusetts Port Authority. 
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Attachment 7: Requests for Massport Action 


December 13, 2000 


Mary Jane O'Meara 
Director, Tobin Bridge 


Re: Making the Beacon St. off-ramp safer for Chelsea 
Dear Director O'Meara, 


As you know, the truck traffic off the ramp at Beacon St. has 
been dangerous for Chelsea homes and residents and for drivers for 
years. There is a history of crashes with cars and homes which have 
resulted in damage and fire to vehicles and homes and in death to at 
least 1 driver. This past spring, a run-away truck on the Beacon St. 
ramp damaged 13 cars, burned a woman to death, created a 3-story 
fireball in a residential neighborhood and shut down a city street for 
hours. This was the most dramatic example of the need for action. 
Massport repainted the lane marker on the ramp (which is a danger 
in itself since it feeds 2 lanes into 1) and the jersey barriers at the 
bottom of the ramp, and continued its enforcement of the truck 
exclusion on the streets. This is not enough. It is not a meaningful 
response to the dangers that heavy truck traffic poses to us, and it 
would be an insult to any neighborhood that has suffered the 
disturbances and damage that we have. 

Chelsea residents, including myself, have communicated their 
concerns and specific ideas for improvement for years. Attached are 
the signatures of 237 Chelsea residents who want Massport to close 
the Beacon St. ramp to truck traffic; these were collected in a matter 
of hours during a bitterly cold holiday season by people who took 
time out of their evenings and weekends. They are just a sample of 
the concern that local people feel about the way the ramp is run. 
Let's talk real solutions to the real problems of the ramp now. No 
more people should have to die for Massport to solve this problem. 


Elaine McGrath/40 Beacon St. Chelsea 


May 5, 2000 


Ned Keefe 

Director of Planning 
Chelsea City Hall 
500 Broadway 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


Re: Tobin Bridge Chelsea off-ramps improvement 
Dear Ned, 


Thank you for sending me the 2 memos regarding the Tobin off- 
ramps redesign; since the actual working plans were not presented at 
the subcommittee meeting or included in your mailing, I'm working off 
the sketchy info in the memos. Unfortunately, many people in the 
neighborhoods don't know anything about the plans. Their experience 
living with the ramps and their concerns and ideas are important and 
need to be included in any design. Resident involvement could really 
improve the proposal, and I encourage you to include the residents in 
the plans-they're going to have to live with the next version of these 
ramps and they deserve to be heard. 


First, some observations about the ramps. I live a block from the 
Beacon Street off-ramp and I've walked past the 4™ street off-ramp 
many times. I'm glad that Massport will finally be taking some action to 
improve the situation at the ramps. But if we're going to spend public 
money on the ramps, we need to make sure that we actually do that. 
Although “everybody knows" what the problems are, they've been 
allowed to continue way too long, so they don't go without saying. 
What needs improving? Here are some of the problems. Within 40 
feet or less of houses, people are living with the impacts of at least 2 
million vehicles a month (conservative estimate, based on count of 
33,000/day at tolls, doubled to include the outbound lower ramp. 
There's no toll or count on the lower ramps; it's a free ride, and so the 
count is probably higher there.) The count will soon go to 55,000 a 
day, according to Director O'Meara. At that point, 3 million vehicles a 
month will blast through Chelsea on the Tobin. The exits feed 1000's 
of cars and 18-wheeler diesel trucks to Logan through heavily 
populated, small streets. 


These exits are not the kind of thing anybody would want on 


- their street. The exits are dangerous in their very design. The Beacon 


Street off-ramp feeds traffic directly towards a house, with only jersey 
barriers to deflect it. The 4 Street exit is a soft 90-degree turn onto a 
very short street-maybe 35 feet to a stop sign; many 18-wheelers are 
53 feet long. Both ramps feed traffic into densely populated urban 
neighborhoods. 


The ramp traffic imposes severe impacts on the people who live 
in these neighborhoods: the physical dangers to residents and their 
homes from trucks (crossing the street, crashes into houses, traffic 
accidents in an area where there are hundreds of highly flammable oil 
trucks, vibration in 130-year old brick houses), the excessive noise 
from huge trucks 24 hours a day 7 days a week (Massport studies 
have measured decibel levels upwards of 90 db from trucks on the 
Beacon Street ramp), the severe air pollution, and the blight of the 
exits themselves and the traffic-the ramps and the barriers are an 
insult to the neighborhoods. Most places would not tolerate exits or 
jersey barriers like these on their streets. 


So, we all know that the ramps are dangerous, noisy, dirty and 
ugly. What would make this situation better? I ask the design team to 
consider a range of solutions to resolve some of the real problems at 
the ramps; landscaping is just one of the solutions. Here are some 
ideas I ask you to take into account: 


It's a dream, it's a hope, it's in the category of a Red Sox 
pennant, and it would be the single biggest solution to the problems of 
the ramps: CLOSE ONE OR BOTH OF THE RAMPS TO TRUCK TRAFFIC. 
Running 18-wheeler, 53-foot trucks off a high-speed expressway 
(speed limits on the bridge and ramps are routinely violated) 
towards houses and through residential neighborhoods, with only 
jersey barriers for protection, is lousy traffic engineering. It's a 
mistake that should never have been made, and you can fix it. The 
partial truck exclusion that the waterfront finally won after years of 
fighting isn't enough, even with the city and the bridge's efforts at 
enforcement; it is also routinely violated. And it is the residents who 
have to live with the consequences, and with the feeling of having won 
the fight and lost the battle. Trucks have many alternative routes, 
especially to the airport, that could avoid residential neighborhoods. 
We deserve as much quiet enjoyment of our homes as anyone else; 
these neighborhoods deserve to be more than a truck route. 


If you do not close an exit to truck traffic (even on an 
experimental basis), let's think about some OTHER CREATIVE 
SOLUTIONS that will get the truckers where they're going while 


keeping them out of residential neighborhoods. For example, make 
truckers to Logan use the Ted Williams Tunnel, a few exits down the 
road, with carrot and/or stick methods such as reduced or no fees, and 
Massport directives to truckers. 


CONNECT THE RAMPS TO THE NEIGHBORHOODS IN AS 
POSITIVE A WAY AS POSSIBLE. Compare the Charlestown end of the 
bridge. The Chelsea exits are a disgrace: a memorial with the plaque 
missing, asphalt wastelands (as Mr. MacIsaac points out), beat-up 
jersey barriers, excess or inadequate signage, empty and trash-filled 
planters. It gives you a hell of a first impression of Chelsea. 
Notwithstanding the "residential area” signs at Beacon Street, there's 
nothing at the exits to make you think that this is a place where 
people live, that these are lively and active communities, that this is 
an All-American City. THE LANDSCAPING NEEDS TO MAKE THE 
RAMPS A BETTER PLACE FOR PEOPLE WHO LIVE HERE. Some 
ideas:the Tobin exits in Charlestown have concrete molded walls that 
are dignified and protective, and the City Square park has beautiful, 
low-maintenance, pollution-tolerant perennial plantings (ornamental 
grasses, yarrow, day lilies) and historical markers in what was once a 
wasteland. Obviously, any plantings have to be able to tolerate the 
road conditions, and because maintenance will be an issue, it's 
particularly important to have perennial plants that can fill in. There 
are many resources for urban planting ideas and the green things 
themselves, including the state Department of Environmental 
Management, which helped the city with the tree inventory, and 
county offices that offer plants in bulk. Mr. MaciInnes is clearly 
sensitive to the situation, when he points out that there’s no plan to 
landscape near Hospital Road. The people above this road live with 
horrible noise and pollution. It would also improve things to: PROVIDE 
EVEN PARTIAL GROUND COVER IN PLACE OF ASPHALT, PLANT MORE 
TREES, and MAINTAIN AND REPAIR THE BUZZING STREET LIGHTS ON 
HOSPITAL ROAD. 


LET THE RESIDENTS USE THEIR STREETS. The bridge took 
enough away. Please don't take the Beacon St. ramp crossing away. A 
lot of residents on Admiral's Hill and the waterfront cross this ramp to 
move through the neighborhood. If you close the ramp crossing, you 
force us to cross streets 3 times: across Beacon, then Chestnut, then 
Beacon again, and you expose us to more traffic and more danger 
than if we crossed Chestnut Street once at the ramp. This is unsafe 
and does not serve the interests of the people who live here. Every 

_ vehicle is required to stop at the stop sign anyway, so why not let 
: people cross as traffic stops? The ramp is already traffic-oriented 


enough. Having people cross at a safe pedestrian crossing at the ramp 
(which doesn't exist now) reminds drivers of something very 
important: they're no longer on a high-speed expressway, they're on 
neighborhood streets where people live and walk. 


PLEASE DESIGN THE RAMPS WITH PEDESTRIANS AND 
RESIDENTS IN MIND. For example, at Beacon Street, elevated stone 
barriers with inset planting could curve down at the foot of the ramp, 
come into the street, break for an elevated ramp/sidewalk for 
pedestrians, and end with a smaller planting barrier on the other side. 
Pedestrians would be safer between barriers and on an elevated 
sidewalk. Low plantings in the barriers wouldn't block sight lines. All 
the streets in the ramp areas also need CLEARLY MARKED 
CROSSWALKS. The current painted crosswalks are inadequate. 
Although the DPW repaints them, they quickly fade because of the 
heavy traffic. How about different paving material or tougher 
markings, e.g., granite? As long as the material doesn't add to the 
noise, it would really improve the situation for pedestrians and drivers. 


LIMIT TRAFFIC SIGNAGE TO THE CORE MESSAGES; USE 
SYMBOL, NEON-COLOR MARKERS. There are both too many and 
inadequate signs on the Beacon Street ramp. For example, the ramp 
has a Samaritans sign that seems to be facing the wrong way-if it's 
targeted to the desperate or depressed people headed for Admiral's 
Hill, then put it on Hospital Road). Some ideas: a punch-you-in-the- 
eye sign before the ramp that says CAUTION: 15 MPH/STOP AT END OF 
RAMP; instead of the residential area signs, one of the symbol signs in 
neon-color that shows a child chasing a ball, a pedestrian, etc. (there 
is a traffic sign that has 3 or 4 such residential symbols on it); stop 
signs with illuminator buttons. It would also help to REMIND TRUCKS 
AT THE HEAD OF THE RAMP AS WELL as at the street, with dramatic 
signs, that there is no left turn, and no right turn between 7 p.m. and 
7am. 


We need REGULARLY MONITORED AIR POLLUTION READINGS 
AND TRAFFIC COUNTS AT THE RAMPS. The Department of Public 
Health currently monitors air quality in Chelsea at the Soldiers' Home, 
at a place that does not begin to capture the impacts at the ramps. 
Although there have been occasional traffic counts in the Beacon 
Street area, including a 1998 city count, we need to know on a 
regular, current basis what's moving through this city, in order to 
protect the safety and health of residents. Beyond monitoring and 
information, we need a PLAN TO PROVIDE MITIGATION FOR AIR AND 
NOISE POLLUTION. Letting residents in Chelsea eat the consequences 


x 


of the bridge is not a plan. Charlestown, for example, has noise panels 
along the City Square exit from the bridge; there is no noise mitigation 
along any part of the bridge in Chelsea, even though homes in Chelsea 
are closer to the bridge than residences in Charlestown-we deserve the 
~ same protection here. 


4TH STREET HAS ITS OWN PROBLEMS; THE PEOPLE WHO LIVE 
THERE KNOW THEM AND SHOULD BE CONSULTED. Even walking 
down Chestnut Street past the exit is dangerous. The angle of the exit 
is a soft 90 degrees, way too sharp to be coming off the Tobin, 
especially for trucks, and then there's a surprise stop. If a driver 
comes speeding onto the 4" street exit, they have less than 50 feet to 
stop at a stop sign. Again, there are the inadequate and trashy jersey 
barriers, right up against old brick rowhouses. 4TH STREET ALSO 
NEEDS SOME REMEDY FOR THE NOISE AND AIR POLLUtION AND THE 
BLIGHT. WHAT DO THE PEOPLE ON THE 4TH STREET RAMP WANT? 


I offer you these ideas as a resident who cares about her 
neighborhood and the city. The redesign of the exits is an opportunity 
to correct past mistakes and to make the neighborhoods more livable. 
If Massport and the city will listen to the residents and tackle the real 
problems that exist at the ramps, this project could improve the city. I 
look forward to the next steps. Please keep me notified of any 
meetings. I also would appreciate a copy of any plans, including drafts. 


Sincerely, 


E, McGrath 
40 Beacon St. 
Chelsea, MA 02150 


cc: Rochelle Bennett 
Mary Jane O'Meara 
Steve MacInnes 


Letter 166 


May 28, 2001 


John Silva, Manager 

Capital Programs 

Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Box 510 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Logan Airport expansion 
Dear Mr. Silva, 


As a resident of the South Shore I would like to express my concerns with the proposed addition of Runway 14/32 
and the current air traffic pattern of Runway 22 and Please urge Massport and the FAA to seriously consider the 
alternate routings proposed by the South Shore Jet Pollution Council. 


Runway 22 currently overflies the South Shore nearly constantly with 30,000 jet aircraft. With the addition of 
Runway 14/32 Massport plans to increase traffic over the South Shore to 98,400! Surely that increase will cause a 
signifigant and negative impact on everyone who lives on the South Shore. Massport may report that these planes 
are flying over water, but every day and night they are flying over homes on the South Shore. 


Please press Massport and the FAA to give great attention to reducing environmental impacts if these runways must 
be built. Ask them to work with the South Shore Jet Pollution Council to find solutions that work for everyone. 


Also, could you please explain to me why the United States Environmental Protection Agency, the National 
Reasearch Council, the Federal Regulatory Council, the American National Standards Institute and the World 
Health Organization all apply the more sensitive and realistic DNL 55dB standard for identifying areas that are 
signifigantly impacted by aircraft noise while Massport and the FAA use a 65dB measurement? It seems wrong to 
apply lesser standards for residents near airports. 


Thank you for your attention. 


Sincerely, 7 nett 
Peter & Mary Kay Burnett YY) i Kay (> WA 

17 Red Gate Lane ; 

Cohasset, MA 02025 


Cphaceet 2s UxcOr 5 A OP bot 
d G won dtr fuk ao es 
wre had le, ie 
ror ait ; ea foun. Ort the past 
Me tents the Yk Moise has mm created 
aha peel Kat we Ose Cmerrnid CR 
oe ee peel le alot to Sta, hee, (Ue 
eo eee we Be pight mere! 6 Canrvet 
| : Zr thar_ pun fo thn |! 
ynagine Gast. “SQUN 07 200 


Letter 167 


June 5, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva, Manager 

Environmental Programs 

Airports Division, ANE-600/FAA New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Logan Airport Third runway Impact 
Dear Mr. Silva: 


I am writing to this office as a lifelong resident of Massachusetts, to describe the current impact of air traffic 
noise pollution to the South Shore. 


Growing up in Cohasset, Ma,. I was aware of planes at high altitudes passing overhead during the summer 
months. I was not bothered by this distant yet regular impact, as our family took advantage of the close 
proximity of Logan Airport for our travel needs, and the noise was minimal. 


My husband and I purchased our own home here in Cohasset three years ago, thrilled to be able to bring up our 
own family in such a quiet, beautiful town. One of our first surprises at our new domain, was the consistent low 
air traffic over our house heading towards Logan Airport. The noise can drown out the television, and the lights 
on some of these planes can flood into our second level rooms. We were shocked at the regularity of the 
evening flights, which run well into the night. This is a much higher impact than fifteen or twenty years ago in 
this town. 


I can not fathom how an additional 75,000 flights a year will effect the South Shore. I also can not fathom how 
Massport is allowed to ignore area’s outside their ” impact zone”, which I understand is just beyond the Hull 
peninsula. Obviously the increase in air traffic will increase the noise impact contour line, and Hull, Hingham, 
and Cohasset will surely fall into this zone. It is already a disturbing amount of noise currently from low flying 
planes, especially late in the evening here in Cohasset. 


We have been awakened several times by low flying planes. I am a mother and a professional, with my own 
small firm, and find it extremely frustrating to have my effectiveness limited due to lack of sleep which has 
been impacted by airplanes. My husband and I are also concerned of the impact on our own health, property 
and town from plane emissions. Have any studies been done by Massport within a 30-mile radius, which 
includes the South Shore regarding such health risks? 


We support the South Shore Jet Pollution Council’s request for a moratorium on runway 14/32 until the impacts 
to our area are fully researched and understood by others than Massport. We would also like to see Massport 
agree to actual “over water” flight patterns- Boston Harbor is only that- a harbor. These low flying planes 
which are currently causing so much noise should be required to maintain a much higher altitude over 
residential communities, and come in low over the Mass. Bay and the actual ocean, not the South shore where 
people live. 


Please take our concerns into consideration when reviewing Massport’s runway proposal, and the real current 
impact on our community, which will only increase dramatically with increased traffic at Logan Airport.. 


Thank you. 
ae KR Cot 
Heidi A.H. Condon 


724C Jerusalem Road 
Cohasset, MA 02025 
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Letter 170 


Y/, ZL fe o/ 
Mr. Robert Durand | 
Attn: MEPA office, Arthur Pugsley Mea. “M4. Ai lva , 
EOEA#10456 z 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 9000 “Please do net re) a ee 
Boston MA 02114 
Hetp abdroad eurrect rnoier arO 
Dear Secretary Durand, iia taney Commits ar hook oF | 
[t eee 2ahy eel 


The following is a written copy of the testimony I gave at the public hoaang ee for runway 
1432 on April 25". Please reject this incredibly ill-conceived project. Massport’s data” 
is either horribly incomplete or blatantly false. 


Testimony: 


I CHALLENGE THE LIMITED NOISE CONTOUR APPLIED BY MASSPORT AND I 
SERIOUSLY QUESTION HOW TRIPLING THE NUMBER OF JETS OVER THE 
SOUTH SHORE WILL IMPROVE OUR ENVIRONMENT. 


I’M SPEAKING AS A REPRESENTATIVE FOR MY NEIGHBORHOOD. 
THE NOISE COMPLAINTS YOU RECEIVE ARE THE TIP OF THE ICEBERG. 


ONLY EXTREME AGGRAVATION WILL CAUSE PEOPLE TO STOP WHAT 
THEY’RE DOING AND DIAL MASSPORT. I CAN’T CALL EVERY TIME THE 
NOISE FROM AN AIRCRAFT DISRUPTS MY LIFE...SOMETIMES I KEEP 
WORKING AND SOMETIMES I JUST PULL THE PILLOW OVER MY HEAD AND 
TRY TO BLOCK OUT THE NOISE. (By the way, the pillow doesn’t work so I now 
plan to purchase ear plugs.) 


PLEASE DON’T TELL US THAT THE SOUTH SHORE IS ONLY AFFECTED BY 
NORTHWEST WINDS AND RUNWAYS 22 AND 33. OF THE COMPLAINTS I 
PERSONALLY HAVE ACCUMULATED SINCE MID FEBRUARY 76% WERE NOT 
NORTHWEST WINDS AND 40% WERE GENERATED BY RUNWAY 4. 


PD LIKE TO HIGHLIGHT A FEW OF THE MOST RECENT DISTURBANCES: 
*WHILE SNOWSHOVELING AFTER THE LAST STORM, THE PLANE NOISE 
WAS CONSTANT ...1 COUNTED 12 PLANES OVERHEAD IN 45 MINUTES... AS 
THE NOISE FROM ONE FADED, ANOTHER TOOK ITS PLACE. 


hee 30 UN 


*WHILE WRITING A COMMENT LETTER TO GOVENOR CELLUCCI IN MARCH, 
8 PLANES FLEW LOUDLY OVER OUR HOME...THAT’S EIGHT PLANES IN 
ABOUT HALF AN HOUR SOMETIME BETWEEN 9 AND 10 AT NIGHT. 


*WHILE WORKING IN MY YARD LAST SUNDAY, THE NOISE OVERHEAD 
WAS LOUD AND CONSTANT FROM FROM LATE MORNING UNTIL DUSK, 
CONTINUIING INTO EVENING... IN FACT, AROUND 10:30 THAT EVENING MY 
SON CAME IN AND SAID, “MOM YOU CAN CALL ON THAT ONE, I COULD 
HEAR IT THROUGH MY HEADPHONES!” 


*ON MARCH 18'# I CALLED AT 3:40 AM BECAUSE THE NOISE WAS KEEPING 
US AWAKE. THESE ARE NOT ISOLATED INCIDENTS. WE ARE 
BOMBARDED BY JET NOISE NEARLY 24 HOURS A DAY. 


I KNOW WE ALL NEED TO TRAVEL, BUT DON’T PEOPLE ALSO HAVE A 
RIGHT TO SLEEP AND REST AT DECENT HOURS AND TO ENJOY A LITTLE 
PEACE AND QUIET IN THEIR YARDS AND HOMES? 


THERE MUST BE A WAY TO QUIET THE NOISE OVER THE SOUTH SHORE. 
WE HAVE A SERIOUS PROBLEM NOW. INCREASING RUNWAY TRAFFIC 
WITHOUT ADDRESSING THE CURRENT NOISE PROBLEMS MAKES NO 
SENSE. PLEASE INVESTIGATE ROUTING THE PLANES MUCH FURTHER 
OUT TO SEA WHICH WILL IMPACT NOONE AND MUCH HIGHER OVER 
LAND TO DECREASE THE IMPACT WHEN TRAFFIC IS UNAVOIDABLE.. 
AS IT STANDS NOW, MASSPORT IS TORTURING HELPLESS SOUTH SHORE 
RESIDENTS WITH CEASELESS NOISE. 


Sincerely, (hy Dicks esics 
ee lAys 


Ansley W. Pearce J 
23 Forest Notch 
Cohasset MA 02025 


* copies of this testimony will be sent to Governor Jane Swift, Senator John Kerry, Mr. 
John Silva, and the Cohasset Selectmen 


Letter 171 
| ( 


Linda Robbins Wakeman / a : 
255 Atlantic Avenue ~ | —— 
Cohasset, MA. 02025 ‘ 
Home Phone 781 383-6641 \ 


April 18, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 
Boston, MA 02114 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 
I write this letter urging you to further study the impact that the new runway 14/32 will have on the surrounding 
communities. 


Building runway 14/32 at Logan airport as currently planned will create a sizable impact on the South Shore. 
Massport’s own projections include a tripling of jet traffic over the communities. Despite the impact these and 
neighboring communities will endure, we have had no official Hepat into the planning process for buiilding the new 
runway. 


Building runway 14/32 as currently planned will create average noise levels over the South Shore that the World 
Health Organization, the World Baank and even the FAA itself, terms “severe” in its effects on human activity. 
Practically, this means many more citizens being woken up at all hours of the night with documented effects both 
mentally and physically. Perhaps more seriously, large amounts of jet traffic over communitites near airports is 
correlated with substantially increased risks in many types of cancer and respiratory disease. A study at O’Hare in 
Chicago documents cancer risks nearly 3 times the EPA acceptable risk for communities of a distance from O’ Hare 
that compares to our communities’ distance from Logan. 


The recent Draft Supplimental Environmental Impact Statement released by the FAA dismisses as NEGLIGIBLE 
the effects the increase in air traffic and pollution that the new runway will unleash over virtually the entire 
Boston-metro area, the South and North Shores; and several of the western communities. This indifference isn’t 
because the new runway’s impacts really would be minimal but, rather, because telling the truth about them would 
block the road for this new runway. 


I feel most strongly that the DEIS/FEIR is shockingly inadequate in its comprehension and presentation of the 
enviironmental damage to the South Shore. 


The following need be addressed : 
- A longer comment period be established - 
- More than one public hearing - 
- Public Hearings in our towns, not just in Boston - 


There are solutions . They need to studied. 
In the meantime, please slow this process down and address our concerns.. 


sae 


cc: Senator Kennedy 


Senator Kerry. . Linda Robbins*Wakeman 
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Letter 173 


Remarks for Logan runway hearing — April 25, 
2001 | | | 


My name is Anna Winter. I live in Concord and I am 
the executive director of Save Our Heritage. With 
me are residents of the other towns surrounding __ 
Hanscom Field — Bedford, Lexington and Lincoln. 
We are here tonight to stand in solidarity with — 
Logan’s neighbors in our joint struggle against the 
same problem: unbridled aviation growth that is 
transforming our communities. without our consent. 


As a historic preservation organization, Save Our 
Heritage’s concerns are not confined to the Hanscom 
area. We spoke out against the proposed office tower 
that threatened great harm to historic South Station —_ 
a position that Secretary Durand ultimately agreed | 

with. Tonight, we implore the FAA and Secretary 
Durand to consider the impact of the proposed 
-tunway on the historic.City of Boston itself. 


We believe that special places and unique resources — 
must be preserved and protected — whether they are 
historic battle sites, cultural landmarks, or 300-year- 
old neighborhoods with their own rich history and 
traditions. 


Boston is one of the oldest cities in America. It is not 
known for its skyscrapers, its convention centers, or 
its airports. Rather, it is known for its unique historic 
and cultural character. If Boston is to remain a place 
where people want to come, Massport must not be 
allowed to sacrifice Boston’s character for the sake of 
a short-term and shortsighted solution to the complex 
problem of airport congestion. : 


Runway 14/32 will inevitably result in more air 
traffic at Logan, which will cause worse delays than 
we have today. Putting more planes in the air is not 
the solution to airport delay. When flights from 
Hanscom to LaGuardia began -- with Massport’s 
enthusiastic backing -- they only succeeded in 
contributing to the congestion at LaGuardia, which in 
turn, backed up more planes at Logan, given 
LaGuardia is Logan’s most popular destination. 
Only the Acela Express can take enough passengers 
to New York to make a difference at Logan. 
Massport needs to support the high-speed rail 

- potential instead of competing with it. 


Meaningful, lasting relief from delays at Logan | 
seems to require three things. First, it requires an end 
to airline overscheduling. Second, it requires that 
Massport adopt all available demand management 
techniques. Third, and most fundamentally, it 


requires the development and implementation of a 
multi-state, environmentally sound transportation 
plan that meets the region’s real intermodal 
transportation needs, makes full use of both present 
and future opportunities for teleconferencing, and 
mitigates the serious environmental injuries — air 
pollution, water pollution, noise pollution, and traffic 
congestion -- that increased aviation has on the 
people and places of historic Massachusetts. Our 
history and our communities speak with wisdom. If 
we listen carefully — we can preserve Boston’s 
heritage for the generations tocome. 


Thank you. 


Letter 174 


563 Ashmont St. 
Dorchester, MA 02122 


Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. John C. Silva, 


First of all, | adamantly oppose the expansion of Logan Airport. I have read the 
FEIR/SDEIS and found that these reports prove that the runway expansion is not 
necessary, that alternatives to expansion would better alleviate delays, and that expansion 
will only lead to further noise, air and water pollution of my neighborhood and 
surrounding communities. 


My family has lived in Dorchester for over 100 years. We were here before the airport. 
The noise and vibration over my home has been extremely disturbing and the thought of 
expansion sends a chill up my spine. During different weather events, such as fog, or a 
change in wind, the noise is even more pronounced. 


As for air pollution, the current level of emission from Logan is unacceptable, and I dread 
how expansion will add to this. I have emphysema and use supplemental oxygen. I was 
disappointed to hear that Massachusetts failed ozone standards set by the EPA and failed 
air quality tests done by the American Lung Association. The airport contributes largely 
to this problem already. The new runway will allow more flights and therefore more 
pollution, and more labored breathing for myself. 


Please do not approve Massport’s plan. Consider other alternatives, such as better use of 
regional airports, peak period pricing, and stage 3 aircraft. Thank you very much. 


Sincerely, 


| ons |- hl 


Ann T. Ellis 


Letter 175 


563 Ashmont St. 
Dorchester, MA 02122 


Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. John C. Silva, 


I firmly oppose Massport’s plan to expand Logan Airport and strongly urge you to do the same. I have read 
the FEIR/SDEIS and I believe they prove that the expansion is unwarranted, that there are better solutions 
to reduce delays and congestion. 


The expansion and the reports violate the federal environmental justice standards, by using data from the 
1990 census and not the 2000 census data, which shows the growing diversity in surrounding communities. 
This violation allows for unjust, environmental burdens to be placed once again on diverse and low-income 
neighborhoods. Please consider this when you make your decision. 


I also believe the plan for removal of the endangered upland sandpiper is thoroughly flawed. Capturing and 
relocating the birds is a foolish notion that will not work. Migratory routes are instinctive and it is pure 
hubris to believe relocation is a feasible option. I understand that state law allows for habitat destruction of 
endangered species only if a new habitat can be created that provides a net long-term benefit to that species. 
Massport has failed to the meet this stipulation. Not enough research has been done to prove that the 
suggested new location provides any long lasting benefits, and therefor this plan violates yet another law. 


The stated purpose of this new runway would be to cut back delays caused by northwest winds. To put this 
into perspective, over the past few years, less the 1% of delays was due to northwest winds. The real 
purpose of this runway will be to serve smaller aircraft and hence free up other runways for more, larger 
planes. The airlines will then move to fill this freed capacity. Massport itself predicts a 30% increase in 
flights over the next decade. The new runway will facilitate the increase. 


We will see in increase in number and frequency of planes going over our neighborhoods. In dozens of 
communities, there will be up to a 400% increase of air traffic. The environmental impact from the airport 
on our area will worsen. Logan’s own noise contour maps show in increase in noise levels in heavily 
populated areas. 


Massport’s main selling point for the runway is that it will send the planes out over the water. With this so- 
called “over the water” flight path, the planes wil! actually turn back over land within two miles of the 
airport, which equals over my house in Dorchester, and many other communities near the water. 


Airplanes pollute our air by emitting VOCs (volatile organic compounds) and NOx (nitrogen oxide). These 
two emissions are precursors to ground level ozone, which interferes with lung function. Ground level 
ozone triggers asthma and exacerbates other respiratory diseases. 


Airplanes cause noise pollution, over our homes, our parks and our beaches. High noise levels have been 
shown to cause health problems. The annoyance factor of noise disrupts our lives. We can no longer sit on 
our porches, or take a walk around Castle Island without having our conversations interrupted by a plane 
buzzing overhead. 


Airplanes contaminate our water, mainly through de-icing. They use chemicals called glycols to do this. 
They mix the glycol with water and spray it onto the plane. It is estimated that 50-80% of the glycols ends 
up in the harbor. Glycol depletes the water of oxygen and kills fish. 


With the new runway, and the increase of flights that the runway will allow, the air quality of our city will 
worsen, the noise overhead will multiply, and the water quality of Boston harbor will decline 


There are solutions and alternatives to this runway that will ease up air traffic and decrease pollution. 
Regionalization is key to Massport’s problems. Regional airports have excess capacity. Improved use of 
this capacity will reduce Logan’s burden and eliminate the need for a new runway. Peak-period pricing 
would reduce delays, by having airlines charge higher fees for flights during congested travel times. 
Massport itself has admitted that peak-period pricing would reduce delays more than a new runway would. 
The growth in high-speed train service would also help reduce Logan’s congestion. 


So why can’t Logan run efficiently without a 6" runway? Other major airports are capable of running 
effectively with fewer runways and more passengers. Atlanta has 4, JFK airport has 4, and LaGuardia only 
has 2. 


As far as reducing pollution, there are solutions along with rejecting the new runway. Massachusetts has 
failed air quality tests done by the American Lung Association and does not meet ozone standards set by 
the EPA. As residents, we have strict emission standards set for our cars. It’s high time that the state 
imposes restrictions on airplane emissions As for decreasing noise pollution, quieter planes, such as Stage 3 
aircraft should be encouraged. As for de-icing, the chemicals used can be recaptured and recycled, instead 
being allowed to runoff into the harbor. Another solution is to use infrared rays to de-ice planes. 


I implore you to please consider these alternatives. They will better alleviate congestion and delays than 
the proposed plan would. I understand the FAA has never denied a request for expansion. There always is 
and has to be a first time for everything. That time is now. Deny this irrational proposal. Show that the 
FAA does care about passengers, because these citizens in the thirty plus cities and towns, along with all 
their elected officials, who oppose the expansion, are not just residents but passengers and consumers also. 


I am a third generation, life long resident of Dorchester. I would like to keep my family rooted in this 
neighborhood through future generations, but if decisions continue to be made that degrade the quality of 
life of this city’s residents, I will have to look elsewhere to live out the rest of my life. I have seen how the 
poor air quality of this city can change someone’s life, as my mother has emphysema. Please do not allow 
the air quality to worsen, through this proposed expansion. It is time for the state and the federal 
‘government to demand that airports reduce their negative impact on our country. Do not allow politics to 
govern your decision. Let the facts guide you. The facts show that this is not the solution to congestion and 
delays. Please do not approve the plan. Thank you for your consideration. 


Sincerely, 


Aenise 2. Elles 


Denise M. Ellis 


Letter 176 


April 25, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
US Senator John Kerry 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


I am writing to voice my opposition to Massport’s proposal to build an additional runway 
at Logan International Airport. 


The proposed new runway, 14/32, and the new airport-long taxiway will increase noise 
and environmental pollution in East Boston and surrounding areas. It will also increase 
the amount of street traffic that is already a major headache to commuters entering and 
exiting Boston via the Callahan and Sumner Tunnels. 


A more sane and healthy solution to the problem that would not only improve Logan’s 
current customer satisfaction level but also accommodate the needs attributed to the 
growth of the Commonwealth is to increase the use of other area airports, e.g. Worcester, 
Manchester, Providence. In addition, local commuters could be encouraged to use 
alternatives to air travel such as rail service, teleconferencing, etc. 


Thank you for your time. 


Sincerely, 


John Antonellis 
51 Monmouth Street, #2 
East Boston, MA 02128 


CC: John C. Silva, FAA New England Region 


APR 26 


/ Letter 177 


/ 04-05-01 PO3:01 IN 


To Whom It May Concern: 
Re: proposes New Runway — Logan ak 


It is my opinion that Massport i is misinforming East Boston and the Sa 
communities. 


To begin with, the proposed runway will be too short and unsafe for the large 
passenger airlines. The runway will only serve the private corporations, celebrities and 
elite who land their private jets at the Amelia Earhart.terminal. The site is presently 
being used for parking, taxiing and turnaround for their private jets. This proposed 
runway would enable them to land and takeoff without delays, as they now experience, 
while waiting their turn among passenger jets on other landing strips. No one has 
mentioned the multimillions of dollars to remove existing Hyatt Regency Hotel, the Post 
office and several freight warehouses presently on the proposed runway site. If it is built, 
whenever the wind direction does not favor takeoffs and landings over the ocean, the 
planes will be forced to use a flight path over Charlestown, Malden, and Medford. I 
wonder if these communities are aware of the deafening noise they will experience. Also, 
shall I mention the choking, toxic gases and carcinogens emitted by the exhaust dumped 
over the towns as it does in East Boston. 


We have Mayor Menino on our side, but we need input from surrounding 
communities to help defeat the proposed runway. 
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Letter 178 


4 June 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva, 


Health and traffic studies have not been done on Massport’s Logan Airport expansion plan. Make 
no mistake, the Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR is not about reducing delays, it is about expanding 
operations at Logan. The proposed centerfield taxiway and reduced minimums are the keys to expansion of 
flight operations that would pose serious threats to the health and safety of the residents of East Boston and 
other Greater Boston communities. 


This project must be put on hold until these studies are done, until the recent analyses by the 
independent consultants commissioned by the CAC can be fully digested and until more progress 
(including appropriate funding) is made on regional solutions. Too many knowledgeable people, including 
elected officials representing thousands of people who stand to be detrimentally affected, have pointed out 
the serious, factual flaws in Massport’s proposals. 


It would be unconscionable to ignore all of us and simply move ahead with the plan. There is too 
much at stake. We hope you will take a courageous stand in the face of corporate pressure and deny this 
proposal. Massport’s plan does not deserve to go forward on its merits. Massport has spent a lot of time 
and money in public relations and lobbying, rather than addressing the real problems of projected increases 
in noise and pollution and the serious safety concerns that would be created by reducing approach 
minimums. The bulk of Massport’s responses to previous comments are arrogant statements declaring that 
the consequences of this expansion will affect only a handful of people. 


We have kept up with the national aspects of airport delays. Senator McCain’s hearings were very 
enlightening. The FAA acknowledged that there is a national problem that needs to be addressed through a 
coordinated effort involving the airlines and their scheduling, the airports, and the FAA’s policies, 
especially those affecting air traffic control and new technology. 


A new short runway at Logan would be nothing but a band aid. All parties should go back to the 
drawing board and come up with more viable strategies that will lead to real solutions. Those strategies 
have been very well articulated by many of the opponents to this proposal, but have thus far been ignored 
by Massport. 


Sincerely, 


. Brent Banulis . 
Carolyn Banulis 
33 Morris Street 
_ East Boston, MA 02128 
617.569.2196 


/ Letter 179 


/ Mr. & Mrs. John V. Bertullj 
1111 Saratoga Street, 
East Boston, MA. 02128 


June 7, 2001 


Mr. Robert Durand, Secretary — 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 

251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA., 02114 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


As long time residents of the East Boston community, my wife and I are writing this letter to 
strongly oppose the construction of runway 14/32, the construction of the centerfield taxiway 
and the lowering of the minimums contained in Logan Airport Airside Improvement Planning 


Project (EOEA #10458). 


In recent years, I have observed the Airport footprint get exponentially larger and iarger. 
The increase of flights has borne additional remote airport parking lots, freight depots and 
various types of ground service businesses. In turn, this has increased the environmental 
footprint as well, 


Massport refuses to admit that this project will expand the capacity at Logan Airport. 
In our ae 


The new runway and the centerfield taxiway are clearly to stimulate growth and not to reduce 
delays. . 


The new w 9000-foot taxiway and other taxiway changes are not only to accommodate more 
flights but also are their real answer to the measurement of delays. Currently, during peak | 
periods, the November taxiway contains a queue of up to fifteen aircraft. On a warm summer 
day with the South/Southwest winds, we should be outside in the nice air. Instead we stay in 
our houses and close our windows to prevent exposure to the toxic emission fiames. How © 
many aircraft will be placed on the centerfield taxiway? Massport’s self-reporting of delays 
will obviously improve. The taxiway will allow aircraft to exit the terminal gates to register an 
on-time departure, only to have air passengers wait longer on the new and larger taxiway. The 
construction of the centerfield ene will be the “death knell” to the surrounding 
communities. 


Massport suggests the preferred alternative will have no effect on congestion and delays on 
Boston area highways, whereas the no action will, 


Daily, we observe livery vehicles, out-of-town taxis, and courtesy vehicles traveling our 
neighborhood streets, and at times with disregard to traffic laws and public safety, to bypass 
the major routes into the Deporte: 


We have to limit our travel to the North Shore on weekdays between 4-7 P.M. There is a State 
Police Officer controlling the traffic lights at the intersection of Boardman Street and Route 1A 
to ensure that traffic flows out of the Airport. In the meantime, traffic is backed up both ways . 
on Boardman Street creating a gridlock in Orient Heights Square, 


We don’t want soundproofing, windows, parks, ball fields or any other type of mitigation. 


We want the reduction of toxic aircraft emissions. We want the reduction of noise, We want 
our strects back. We want a quality of life. 


Is it true that only those who pay can influence government? The impression government is in 
corporate hands is growing and public confidence in the system of justice is being lost. 


I urge you to read the issues and concerns of our local officials, community leaders and 
residents, presented at the public hearing on April 26, 2001 at the Radisson Hotel in Boston 
regarding the impact of this proposal to our health and the environment. Take this to heart and 
do not bend to the corporate and political pressures that are upon you. Rejuvenate the soul and 

_spirit of our communities and restore our faith in the goverment. Please reject Massport’s 
SDEIS/EIR. 


Serpent 0 Baplicthe 
Sha Yule 


vi Letter 180 


Richard Bertulli J 
1097 Saratoga St. | 
East Boston, MA 02128 


May 30, 200] 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs JUN 
Attention MEPA Office | 

_ Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EQEA No. 10458 eee R & 

251 Causeway Street . . o . E A 

Boston, MA 02114 | 


Dear Mr. Secretary and Mr. Pugsley: 


These comments are respectfully submitted in regards to the EOEA No. 10458, the 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project SDEIS/FEIR. J hope that you will 
seriously consider my comments, questions and suggestions before you make a decision 
regarding the Logan Airport Airside Improvement Planning Project (EOEA No.10458). | 
live within several thousand feet of the Logan Airport Runway 22R and have lived with 
the cumulative impacts and burdens of Logan Alrport on a daily basis for many decades, 
I have had many first hand observations of Logan Airport and personal experiences with 
Massport. J have drawn upon much research and knowledge of Logan Airport and 
Massport in preparing these comments on the SDEIS/FEIR. In the process, I hope that T 
have been able to portray the feelings that my neighbors in East Boston, Winthrop, . 
Chelsea, Revere and other areas of greater Boston have toward Massport and the Logan 
Airport Airside Improvement Planning Project (EOEA No.10458), 


Mernorial Day, 2001 

I have just been awakened at 6:00am by the roar and the vibrations of a jet blast from a 
departing aircraft at Logan International Airport. As I lie in bed, I reflect upon the 
importance of Memorial Day and the history of our great nation. I reflect upon the birth 
of our nation and the principles and fortitude of our founding fathers. I reflect upon the 
great sacrifices made by our ancestors in the many battles since the birth of our nation, | 
reflect upon the reverence of the day and respectfully pay a silent tribute to the many men. 
and women that have given their lives to preserve liberty and democracy. We all owe a 
great personal debt of gratitude to people who have made these sacrifices. At the very 
least, we should honor and pay tribute to them. In 1898, Wood Island/World War 
Memorial Park was designed and built to memorialize the men and women that had given 
their lives for our great nation. Wood Island/World War Memorial Park, designed by 
famed landscape architect Frederick Law Olmsted, was a magnificent recreational area 
that covered 75 acres and provided a family gathering area for the people of East Boston. 
In 1966, Wood Island Park and other parts of East Boston were taken over against the 
will of the people and bulldozed over by Massport for the expansion Logan ‘Airport. 
Today, Logan Airport represents more than two-thirds of the land in East Boston, The 
people of East Boston remember Wood Island/World War Memorial Park, We remetnber 
the memorial significance of the park and we recall the importance of the park to the 


quality of life in our community. We will never forget the sacrifices of our veterans and 
we will never forget the desecration and destruction of Wood Island/World War 
Memorial Park by the Massachusetts Port Authority. The people of East Boston have 
been sacrificed time and time again for the expansion of Logan Airport by Massport. 


] am declaring my strong opposition to the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
including the construction of a centerfield taxiway, the construction of runway 14/32 and 
the lowering of minimums on several runways. The SDEIS/FEIR is flawed and 
shortsighted in many ways and should not be approved for many reasons, Massport and 
their consultants have prepared the SDEIS/FEIR in a manner as to obfuscate the real 
issues with an abundance of questionable data, models, charts and diagrams in order to 
reach a forgone conclusion in support of their objectives. The SDEIS/FEIR is 
inconsistent, inaccurate and misleading. Massports’ real objectives are clearly to increase 
revenues, increase capacity, improve the metrics on flight delays and to divert criticism 
from the preponderance of mismanagement throughout the aviation industry. The Logan 
Airside Improvernent Planning Project is not essential to the success of a regional 
transportation plan and may actually be a liability to the development of a well-designed 
regional transportation plan, The Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project may be 
critical to the growth of Massport but it is not critical to the growth of the New England. 
economy. Furthermore, the plan would be severely detrimental to the regional 
environment and injurious fo the health of over one million residents living in the vicinity 
of Logan Airport. 


l ask you to consider the following comments, questions and concems regarding. the 
unidirectional ranway 14/32, the centerfield taxiway and the lowered minimums on 
several runways before making a decision regarding the Logan Airport Airside 
Improvement Planning Project (EOEA #10458). Massport claims the additional uni- 
directional runway, 14/32, is needed to prevent delays during periods of fog and 
northwest winds (Executive Summary- page 6/ES-6). How many delays will be 
prevented when northwest winds occur on average just ten days a year at Logan Airport? 
If the 5000-foot runway 14/32 is built, most pilots will consider the ranway too short to 
safely land most aircraft including most regional jets. Runways of similar length have 
been built in Washington and Philadelphia and have since been shunned by the pilots of 
regional jets. Massport claims that Runway 14/32 will reduce Logan’s reliance on 
north/south runways to only 41 percent from a projected 90 percent (ES-29). This claim 
is not credible when one considers that the high reliance on the north/south runways is 
driven almost exclusively by the predominant south winds in the summer and the north 
witids in the winter. There is no feasible way given the historic weather conditions at 
Logan Airport that Runway 14/32, a relatively short $000-foot (northwest- 
southeast/west-east) runway, would reduce the high reliance on the main north/south 
runways, With the proposed lowering of minimurns on several] runways, pilots will wait 
‘until the last few seconds and only feet from the ground before deciding to abort a 
landing in poor weather because the aircraft is off course and not lined up with the 
runway. These aborted landings will be over the densely populated areas of East Boston, 
South Boston, Chelsea, Revere and Winthrop. How far do Massport and the FAA want 
to push the safety envelope while risking the lives of passengers and residents of these 


t 


communities? We do not want to participate in this high-risk endeavor, Massport plans 
to build an additional centerfield taxiway to improve operations, The proposed 
centerfield taxiway will allow more aircraft to “park” on the airfield and will cut across 
the middle of two existing runways. The centerfield taxiway will not improve operatioris 
as suggested but instead will only serve to improve the metrics on delays since the new. 
taxiway will allow more aircraft to leave the terminals “on time”, arrive at the terminals - 
“on time” and.to stack up on all the taxiways? More idling aircraft at the airport will 
increase environmental impacts of Logan Airport and not reduce them as Massport 
claims. Massport is also building new terminals and adding additional gates for parking 
more aircraft. How much more slack time will the airline carriers build into the duration — 
of flight times and schedules to allot for the increased amount of time spent on the 
taxiway? Currently, the November Taxiway is often used to stack up to as many as 
fifteen aircraft during peak periods even though a grandfathered noise abatement rule 
calls for a maximum of only 5 furbojets at any one time. Would you like to be waiting in 
an aircraft (without a bottle of water) on the taxiway and slotted 35" for takeoff at Logan 
Airport? The FAA and the airport authorities are already having a difficult time 
managing existing operational and safety issues such as runway incursions and the near 
mid-air collisions, Would it not be more prudent and diligent to gain a better handle on 
existing operations before complicating matters by increasing operations, increasing 
capacity and increasing risk? Would it not be more economically and environmentally 
responsible to try more readily implemented and less costly demand management _ 
methods such as peak pricing and coordinated scheduling before spending 70 million 
dollars and several years on a questionable and controversial project that will not improve 
operations and will harm the environment? Massport claims the economic future of New 
England is dependent upon the building of the new ranway. Massport made this same 
argument back in 1976 when the ninway was first proposed and when the City of Boston 
obtained a court injunction to stop the runway from being built. Over 25 years later, the 
City of Boston and Massachusetts have prospered greatly without the nmway having 
been built. Their argument was not valid back in 1976 and it is not valid today. The 
SDEIS/FEIR doesn’t sufficiently address the issues associated with the inadequacies of . 
the ground transportation infrastructure (highways, transit, rail and parking) that feed and 
support Logan Airport. The plan will not alleviate the massive daily gridlock on route 
1A north and will not eliminate the many road detours and the intolerable traffic | 
congestion in the neighborhoods around Logan Airport. Massport claims that there is no 
disproportionate high and adverse impact caused by their project to low income or 
minority populations. The SDEIS/FEIR uses outdated census data that does not truly 
reflect the current demographics of the respective impacted communities. The 
SDEIS/FEIR does not adequately address the issue of environmental justice. The 
proposed flight patterns and configurations will be concentrated over minority 
commututies. If the most recent available census data of year 2000 is used, the planned 
flight patterns/configurations over the East Boston, Chelsea, Jamaica Plain and other 
impacted communities wil] prove to be in violation of environmental justice and Article 
97 of the Massachusetts Constitution. [ have commented on just some of the many 
issues that deserve more deliberation and require further scrutiny. With first hand 
observations of the impacted neighborhoods and a basic knowledge of Logan Airport’ s 
airfield layout, the many inconsistencies and misleading statements within the 


SDEIS/FEIR are evident. The accuracy and validity of the data in the SDEIS/FEIR | 
should be critically reviewed and the impacts of the project should be more thoroughly 
evaluated. . 


Before we make quick and reactive decisions to improve the aviation system by spending 
millions of dollars and pouring tons of concrete, we should determine the best means to 
most readily eliminate the existing bottlenecks throughout our entire transportation 
system. The U.S. Department of Transportation should focus on developing a truly 
forward-looking plan to create an efficient and economically viable inter-modal 
transportation system for our nation and our region. This plan should include a 
comprehensive review of all transportation methods, infrastructure and technology. The 
plan should include a comprehensive review of the management and coordination of all 
the various modes of transportation. We should fast track the implementation of peak 
pricing and other load management measures at our overcrowded airports. Airline 
carriers and Massport have consistently resisted efforts to implement these methods. If 
these methods were implemented, Massport and the airline carriers would stand to lose 
revenue since much of their revenue is generated from higher passenger fares 
(particularly for business class) that are charged for flights during the peak periods (7:00- 
9:00AM and 3:00-6:00PM/ Monday-Friday). These peak periods coincide with the over- 
scheduling of flights and a large percentage of runway delays, weather related and non- 
weather related, (It should be noted that with the economic slowdown and possible 
recession, business people have already started to significantly reduce their travel and are 
decreasing their travel expenses by purchasing lower fare tickets for traveling during off- 
peak periods including Saturdays.) Between 9:00AM-3:00PM, Monday-Friday, and most 
of the weekend, Logan Airport is a relatively quiet place with only a limited number of 
flights. During these off-peak periods, Logan Airport is operating at much less than 50% 
of capacity. Logan Airport should be restricted to commercial airlines, longer haul 
flights and high demand short haul flights while other less busy regional airports should 
be utilized for private jets, turbo-props, cargo flights and less demand short haul flights. 
The majority of Logan’s passengers are transported by a relatively small percentage of 
the total number of flights. The passenger rates of all flights should be reviewed to 
measure overall aircraft capacity utilization. We should maximize the utilization of all 
airports and not overburden hub airports with excessive aircraft traffic. The plan should 
analyze and address both long and short haul flights with limited demand. Recently, the 
FAA has moved to deal with a particularly severe capacity and over-scheduling problem 
(i.e. gridlock) at New York's La Guardia Airport, an airport that accounts for over 25% of 
all delays in the United States.. The agency has proposed some "market-based" solutions: 
charging premium rates to take off and land, auctioning off access rights and three other 
administrative alternatives, including plans to give preference to larger aircraft that ferry 
more passengers and make the best use of limited capacity. The USDOT and our elected 
officials should champion these proposals and other logical alternatives that can readily 
reduce bottlenecks and resolve transportation problems. The U.S. rail and transit system 
should be appropriately upgraded to improve regional, short haul and high volume 
transportation areas and regions (i.e. the internetworking of the cities of Worcester, 
Providence, Manchester, Portsmouth and Boston as well as the cities of Boston, NYC, 
Washington and Chicago). Teleconferencing methods (audio and video) should be 


supported and encouraged by this plan through tax credits and other incentives. A 
comprehensive plan would identify those areas of the transportation system that would 
result in the best cost/benefit outcome, With a comprehensive plan, both funds and focus 
would be targeted to the best projects with the greatest benefit. Importantly, a 
comprehensive plan must measure the potential impacts that each project may have on 
people and the environment. The public process should be truly open, The following 
statement from the USDOT web site supports a comprehensive planning process that 
ensures the public’s interests are served.. 

As stewards of America’s transportation system, the U.S. Department of Transportation 
(USDOT) must remain vigilant in the face of change, and visionary in planning for the 
future. "Our national transportation system is too inextricably linked to external 
developments and too pervasive in our sociery to enable us to build for the future without 
fully evaluating the potential consequences of the decisions we make today.” We 
recognize that the transportation system is about more than concrete, asphalt, and steel; 
ir is about people and their daily lives. It is about their dreams and aspirations, their 
connection to the economy and to each other—transportation is the tie that binds, And we 
know that to be effective, it must be international in reach, intermodal in form, intelligent 
in character, and inclusive in service. As we take stock of the challenges we face, USDOT 
has embraced a decision making process that ensures the public’s interests are served 
and that the public is involved in the process. | 

We need to hold the USDOT and our elected officials accountable for developing and 
implementing a comprehensive inter-modal transportation plan. 


Most residents and local elected officials frorn communities located within the Route 128 
area In Massachusetts, are strongly opposed to Massports’ expansion plan. Despite this 
widespread opposition that was so evident during the testimony at the FAA/MEPA/MPA 
public hearing on April 26, 2001, the FAA and Massport with the support of some vested 
business interests continue to move forward with their shortsighted, flawed and 
politically motivated:plan. I find that their plan is incomprehensible given the 
questionable data and the incredulous statements in their plan, 1 carmot believe that this 
plan is still under consideration when the will of the people is demonstratively against 
their plan and the expansion of Logan Airport. I am disturbed and bewildered that state 
(Massport) and federal (FAA) government agencies of dubious credibility and veiled 
motives can ignore and manipulate people to further their own objectives at the expense 
of the vast majority of people. We should not forget the principles of our founding 
fathers. As citizens of the United States, we all have the inalienable rights of life, liberty 
and the pursuit of happiness. In declaring our independence from British tyranny, they 
stated that our government is instituted among men and derives their just powers from the 
consent of the governed. Listen to the people (your constituents), read the transcript of 
the public hearings and weigh the Comments of the Massport Logan Community Advisory 
Committee (CAC) — Report of the Consultants to the CAC document. Reject the 
SDEIS/FETR and stop the ill-advised expansion of Logan airport. 


I am sure that some people will dismiss this letter of opposition as idle thoughts of a 
NIMBY (i.e, not in my back yard); others will demean this message as an anti-growth 
and anti-business fervor espoused by a radical dissident. The fact is that I arn neither. I 


am just one of many con¢emed citizens pleading to have our voices heard, seeking to 
have the truth revealed and striving to save our communities. The people of East Boston 
and other nearby communities have long suffered from the impacts of Logan Airport on a 
daily basis. Logan Airport is our backyard! Recent studies have shown airports and 
aircraft operations to be major contributors to pollution. (As you know, Logan Airport is 
expected to be the number one polluter in Massachusetts within ten years.) Other studies 
have shown aitport operations to be severely detrimental to the health of residents in 
communities suttounding airports. (Currently, the Massachusetts Department of Public 
Health is conducting a health study of people in communities that are located within five 
miles of Logan Airport. Why not wait for the results of this study before moving forward 
with the SDEIS/FEIR?) We have endured the fallout from Logan Airport and we have 
suffered from the institutional arrogance and the tyrannical attitude of Massport, The 
quality of life that remains in Boston is severely at risk from the impacts of Logan 
Airport and the actions of Massport, Massport is a menace to the survival of our 
communities, Their mitigation measures fall far short from offsetting the damages that 
they have inflicted upon our communities. Furthermore, Massport with the FAA's 
implied approval routinely violates noise abatement rules and previous mitigation 
agreements, Are we expected to believe Massports’ incredulous claim that the project 
provides a clear benefit to residents most severely affected by aircraft noise? Obviously, 
we do not believe this claim or their other unsubstantiated claims as evidenced by the 
strong opposition to this project by over thirty communities in the greater Boston area. 
Are we expected to trust that Massport will be fair, honest and deal in good faith with our 
communities? We have learned otherwise from a history of deception. The most recent 
example of this deception was the removal of the blast fence at the beginning of Runway 
22R, a fence that helped buffer the nearby Orient Heights neighborhood from unbearable 
noise and air pollution. Massport claimed the fence was removed for safety reasons 
when in fact, the fence was removed to allow Massport to alter their taxiway and runway 
operations while bringing more pollution to our neighborhood. Massport must be held 
accountable for their actions, for violating previous agreements and for violating the 
rights of its neighbors, J ask you to listen to the vast number of people that are impacted 
by Logan Airport on a daily basis and not to the travelers and businessmen that are 
occasionally inconvenienced at Logan Airport. I urge you to make a courageous and 
politically independent decision that supports the people and the principles of freedom 
and liberty over the influence and power of the vested business interests. | urge you to 
make a decision that protects our environment and health and reflects the voice and the 
rights of the people. Your decision will immeasurably impact the lives of over a million 
people (constituents, taxpayers and voters) and the future of the many communities in 
eastern Massachusetts. Preserve our confidence in the public process, restore our peace 
of mind, sustain our environment and protect our public welfare by putting people before 
planes and residents before runways. I urge you to reject the current version of the 
SDEIS/FEIR as a document that is inconsistent, inaccurate and incomplete and as a 
project that is ill advised and poorly conceived. 


Respectfully, 


Aecadierk Centilles o/2/ g/ 
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624 Bennington Street 


East Boston, MA 02128 . 
. awd Bade 8 
April 6, 2001 gently ay 
app. 2 9 200) 
Secretary Robert Durand ‘APR 28. 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs . 
251 Causeway Street os “ EP nN 


Boston, Massachusetts 021 14 
Dear Secretary Durand, 


It would be much appreciated if you would assist in preventing the building of the 
proposed new runway and taxiway at Logan Airport. According to me own information 
even with these new projects delays will continue to grow. 


The noise and pollution are very unhealthy for all of us. Respiratory disease, lung 
cancer and stress related illnesses are caused by excessive noise and plane emissions. 


Please stop these expansion projects. Use all other airports in New England. Increase 
rail service, use teleconferencing for business. 


Our health is at stake! 


Sincerely, 

i 
Via oe Lae J oy Neb LO 
“ennie D’ Amico 


